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This study analyzes the sociological literature
pertaining to juvenile gang delinquency in the United
States.
Charter 1, Introduction and Definitions, includes
definitions of juvenile delinquency, gangs, youth gangs,
social gangs, delinquent gangs, violent gangs, and gangs
in general, and closes with a discussion of juvenile gang
typologies.
Chapter 2, Gang Structure, addresses the history of
gangs, the characteristics of gang delinquency, the
prevalence of juvenile gang delinquency, and gang
locations.
Chapter 3, Gang Recruitment, explores the factors
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related to youth entrance into gangs.
Chapter 4, The "Causes” of Gang Delinquency, examines
the major sociological theories related to the formation
of gangs (status frustration, sex and gangs, differential
opportunity, lower-class culture, and group process).
Chapter 5, Summary and Conclusions.
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SCOPE AND PLAN OF STUDY
Few types of delinquent behavior have generated more
interest than gang delinquency. However, despite
considerable piecemeal research in this area, there is
little consensus on the definition of gang delinquency,
its nature, or theoretical frame of reference. Individual
researchers throughout the years have contributed diverse
accounts and findings in this field, which are found
scattered throughout the sociological literature. To date
however, there has been no attempt to collect, define,
organize and analyze these diverse works within
sociological frames of reference. This thesis attempts to
define and analyze juvenile delinquent gang behavior
within several different sociological frame of reference.
The author selected and analyzed the leading articles
and books on this subject as found in the sociological,
delinquency literature in the United States dating from
1927 to the present. Chapter 1, includes the definitions
of juvenile delinquency, gangs, youth gangs, social gangs,
delinquent gangs, violent gangs, and gangs in general. It
closes with a discussion of juvenile gang typologies.
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Chapter 2, Gang Structure, addresses the history of gangs,
the characteristics of gang delinquency, the dimensions of
gang delinquency, the prevalence of juvenile gang
delinquency, gang locations, and gang composition. Chapter
3, Gang Recruitment, explores the factors related to youth
entrance into gangs, the criteria of gang membership,
Johnstone's research model, community characteristics,
social attachments, parental and parental support;
adjustment to school; measures of self-image, and societal
self-confidence. Chapter 4, The "Causes" of Gang
Delinquency, examines the major sociological theories
related to the formation and activities of gangs (status
frustration, sex, differential opportunity, lower-class
culture, and group process). Chapter 5, Summary and
Conclusions recapitulates the major findings.
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JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
It is difficult to define juvenile delinquency in
terms of deviance from adult norms because these norms
vary from state to state, city to city, and neighborhood
to neighborhood. Moreover, whether or not these norms are
applied to a particular child may depend on the class
position of his or her parents and the provisions of the
law in the community of residence. The community's
response is also regulated by the policies of community
leaders and law enforcement officials.
Legally, a "juvenile delinquent" is a youth who has
been so adjudicated by a juvenile court. Even so, the
behavior that leads to a judgment of juvenile delinquency
is vaguely defined by the statutes, and the procedures
followed by the various juvenile courts are not uniform.
In the final analysis, the legal status of a delinquent
tends to depend more on the attitudes of parents, police,
the community, and the juvenile courts than on any
specific illegal behavior of a child. Each state has its
own law codes pertaining to juvenile and juvenile
delinquents.
The difficulty of applying a legal definition to
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juvenile delinquency is well expressed by Ruth Cavan
(1961). In defining juvenile delinquency, laws are
specific only in relation to serious adult offenses, such
as murder, assaults, robbery, burglary, and other
felonies. Children are delinquent if they are found guilty
in court of breaking any of the federal, state, or local
laws designed to control adult behavior. Delinquency
statistics, however, indicate that these serious offenses
account for only a small proportion of the delinquencies
of children. Most of the behavior that gets a child into
trouble with the police and courts comes under a much less
definite part of the law on juvenile delinquency...that
is, status offenses. For example, the State of Illinois
defines a delinquent as a child who is incorrigible, or
who is growing up in idleness; one who wanders about the
streets in the night time without being on any lawful
business, or one who is guilty of indecent or lascivious
conduct. Laws in some other states are still more vague.
New Mexico rests its definition on the word "habitual."
A delinquent child is one who, by habitually refusing
to obey the reasonable and lawful commands of his parents
or other persons of lawful authority, is deemed to be
habitually uncontrolled, habitually disobedient, or
habitually wayward; or one who is habitually truant from
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home or school; or who habitually deports himself in such
a way as to injure or endanger the morals, health, or
welfare of himself or others. In these laws there is no
specific definition of such words or phrases as
incorrigible, habitual, indecent conduct, or on the street
late at night.
The attitudes and actions of parents exercise an
important influence on whether or not a child is found to
be incorrigible, disobedient, or a runaway. One mother
may petition a juvenile court, alleging that her son does
not obey her, and have the child declared a juvenile
delinquent; another may regard the same behavior as
reflecting an independent spirit.
The policies of the police, the implementation of the
law, and the attitudes prevailing in the community also
influence the legal action taken toward delinquents. The
breaking of store windows on a main street in the course
of an encounter by two groups of boys may not be
classified as delinquency. If one group of boys comprises
college sophomores "horsing around", the incident is
likely to be referred to the college dean for disciplinary
action. If the other group comprise non-college boys
horsing around on the street, the public is likely to
address them as gang delinquents and have them arrested.
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A tri-city study in Pennsylvania (Nathan Goldman,
1963) , determined that there were great variations of
arrests practices on the part of the police. The status of
juvenile delinquent depends on police attitudes, social
class, the racial background of the children, and often
the time of the day or night the offense is committed. A
lower class youth "steals" a car, but a middle-class youth
is more likely to be a "borrower" in the view of the
police. It is, therefore, not the behavior alone that
results in the label "juvenile delinquent." The social
status of the offender and police policy which reflects
attitudes of significant people in the community also
determine what is delinquency and who is delinquent
(Goldman, 1963).
The procedures of the juvenile court also
significantly influence the determination of delinquency.
The court is more likely to deal unofficially with
children whose parents show an interest in them and come
to defend them. It must act officially, however, in those
cases where parents present petitions charging their
children with delinquency. In such cases the juvenile
court intake officer may refer the case to a juvenile
court for an official hearing. The hearing is attended by
the juvenile, parents, juvenile attorney, probation
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officer, complainant, the public, and the juvenile court
judge.
There is no jury and no adversial evidence and no
prosecuting attorney. The court (that is the judge), after
hearing from all concerned in the complaint and the
juvenile, determines two things: (1) It is likely that the
juvenile committed an act which constitutes juvenile
delinquency within the legal meaning of the jurisdiction
of the court. (2) The description of the case where the
case is presented to the court in an informal manner with
all concerned given the chance to review the incidents
involved in the complaint. The judge may render an
immediate decision and/or disposition, or defer judgement
pending the gathering of further information; for example
school records, psychological reports, etc.
Should the juvenile be adjudicated delinquent, he or
she may be assigned a probation officer and placed on
unofficial or official probation. Should the act comprise
a serious felony, juvenile jurisdiction may be waived, and
the delinquent may then be handled in a superior court. He
or she may be committed to a juvenile institution, or he
or she may be placed in a foster home or in the home of a
relative.
The conditions, should he or she be placed on probation
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are spelled out for him in writing, and he becomes the a
ward of juvenile court. On the other hand, he may be
released to his parents with a warning. Unlike an adult
criminal court judge, the juvenile court judge has wide
discretionary power in disposing of the case. Until ruled
from the stated period of probation, the juvenile is
subject to the supervision of the court, and may have his
probation revoked should he get in further difficulty.
Those delinquents who are committed to juvenile
institutions are ultimately released on parole, and are
again subject to juvenile court supervision.
The probation officer to whom each adjudicated
delinquent is assigned performs two chief functions: (l)
as an officer of the juvenile court, he investigates and
supervises the delinquent on probation; (2) The probation
officer acts as a counselor and confidant throughout the
youth's probationary period. Different state laws define
who is a delinquent in terms of age and conduct.
Commitment to an institution is usually a last resort. The
disposition of the case depends generally on two factors:
(1) it depends on the seriousness of the juvenile
delinquent act; (2) it also depends on the strength of
family and county services.
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Gangs
A gang is usually defined as an interstitial group
originally formed spontaneously and then integrated
through conflict. It is characterized by face to face
meetings, milling, movement through space as a unit,
conflict, and planning. The result of this behavior is
frequently the development of a tradition, unreflective
internal structure, esprit de corps, solidarity, morale,
group awareness, and attachment to a local territory
(Thrasher, 1927). According to Thrasher there are three
types of gangs that appear most persistently in gang
neighborhoods: (1) social gangs, (2) delinquent gangs, and
(3) violent gangs. Although these prototypes seldom appear
in pure form, the structure and behavior of the ideal type
may be described. The social gang is a group comprised of
tough youths who band together because they find that
their individual goals of a socially constructive nature
can most adequately be achieved through a gang pattern.
The delinquent gang is characterized by delinquent
patterns of activity, such as stealing or assault, with
material profit as the essential objective. The violent
gang is characterized by sociopathic themes for
spontaneous prestige-seeking violence, with psychic
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gratification (kicks) as the goal. There are, of course,
youths who belong to more than one type of gang during
their gang careers. Also, some youths belonging to several
gangs simultaneously. In addition, some gangs overlap in
terms of these three types.
Youth Gangs
Based on their distinguishing characteristics, youth
gangs may be defined as follows. They are self-formed
associations of youths distinguished from other types of
youth groups by their routine participation in illegal
activities.
They clearly differ from other types of law-violating
youth groups by manifesting better-developed leadership,
greater formalization, more specific defined
identification with localities or enterprises, and a
greater degree of deliberation intent in the committing of
crimes. They usually engage in both law breaking and
illegal behavior Whyte, William F. (1955).
Social Gangs
The social gang is defined as a relatively permanent
organization that centers around a specific location, such
as a candy store or clubhouse. All members are intimately
known to one another and there is a strong sense of
comradeship. Members are the ingroup; all others are
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outsiders. Members may wear club jackets or sweaters with
insignia that identify them to the external community.
Activities are socially dominated, and require a high
degree of responsible social interaction in the group:
organized athletics, personal discussions, dances, and
other socially acceptable activities that identify with
the characteristics of youths. Membership is not based
upon self-protection (as in the violent gang) or on
athletic prowess (as on an athletic team), but upon
feeling of mutual attraction. Cohesiveness is based on the
feeling that through the group the individual can live a
fuller life. Members are willing to submerge
individualistic interests into group activities.
Leadership is based upon popularity and constructive
leadership qualities and generally operated informally.
Leaders are apt to be the idealized group members. This
type of gang seldom participates in delinquent behavior,
gang warfare, or petty thievery, except under unusual
circumstances. Members become involved in minor gang
clashes, but only under pressure. The social gang has
considerable permanence. The members of this type of gang
often grow up together on the same block and develop
permanent lifelong friendships with an almost identical
ideology that continues when they leave the "corner" and
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move into adult life patterns.
The social gang is closely associated with and acts in
accordance with the values of the larger society. It draws
its membership from the most emotionally unstable and
socially effective youths in the neighborhood-those most
closely influenced by and involved with the norms and
values of the more inclusive society. Thus, of all gang
types, the social gang is the one least dissociated from
the overall society Emile Durkheim (1950).
Delinquent Gangs
The delinquent gang is primarily organized to carry
out various illegal acts. The social interaction of the
members is a secondary factor. Prominent among the
delinquent gang's activities are burglary, petty thievery,
mugging, assault for profit-not simply kicks-and other
illegal acts directed at "raising money." The delinquent
gang is generally a tight clique, a small but efficient
mobile gang that can steal and escape with minimum risk.
It loses its cohesive quality and the intimate cooperation
required for success in illegal ventures if it became too
large. Membership is not easily achieved because admission
requirements must generally be approved by all gang
members.
The delinquent gang has a tight primary-group
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structure. The members know each other and rely heavily
upon each other for cooperation in their illegal
enterprises. The group has some duration and lasting
structure which usually continues in action until
interrupted by arrest or imprisonment of the leaders.
Members lost in this way are usually the planners of
delinquent activities. The gang may dissolve when the
leaders are removed from the group. Therefore, it is
necessary to catch and discipline the leader as soon as
possible. Often members of these cliques also participate
in the activities of violent or social gangs, but such
participation is only a sideline; their basic allegiance
is to the delinquent gang with its opportunities to act
out their impulses for fun and profit. These gangs should
be broken up by legal means because of their menace to
society.
Social workers should not attempt to perpetuate gangs
unless with some exceptions because delinquent-gang
members are emotionally unstable youths. Their delinquency
is more likely to result from being socialized in
delinquent behavior patterns than from emotional
disturbance. The emotionally disturbed delinquent is more
likely to steal or assault on his own in a bizarre way. He
does not usually have the social ability such as the
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emotional stability required to belong to the organized
delinquent gang; as to the social gang Tannenbaum, Frank
(1939) .
Violent Gangs
Contrary to the other gang types, the violent gang is
primarily organized for emotional gratification, and
violence is the theme around which all activities center.
Sports, social, and even delinquent activities are side
issues to its primary assaultive patterns.
Violence is the gang's chief concern and reason for
existence. Gang organization and membership are influx and
signify the emotional needs of the gang's members.
Membership size is exaggerated as a psychological weapon
for making and influencing other gangs and for
self-aggrandizement. Large arsenals of weapons are
discussed and, whenever possible, accumulated. Arsenals
include machine-guns, grenades, automatic-guns,
switch-blades and hunting knives, homemade zipguns,
standard guns, pipes, blackjack, discarded World War II
bayonets, and machetes. The violent gang is thus
essentially organized around gang-war fare and imaginary
gang-war activities. Violent gang members are usually more
heavily engaged in drug trafficking which has become their
concrete source of income, and which enables them to
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acquire the most sophisticated arsenals that there are in
the market for purchase Norman Cameron (1943).
An Explanation Of Violent-Gang Behavior
Gang violence is the result of a set of interrelated
circumstances;1.Varied negative sociocultural dislocations exist in
the disorganized and rapidly changing urban slum
area.2.These dislocations produce dysfunctional gaps in
the socialization process that would ordinarily
train the child for normative social roles.3.Children not adequately socialized may develop anti¬
social or sociopathic personalities.4.The resulting sociopathic personalities are
essentially characterized by (a) a lack of social
conscience (b) limited ability to relate,
identify, or empathize, and (c) socially destructive
behavior when impulsive, immediate needs are not
satisfied.5.Because of these personality deficiencies, the
sociopathic individual cannot relate adequately to
more socially demanding groups (including delinquent
and social gangs).
6.Individual emotional outbursts are more stigmatized.
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are considered more bizarre, and to some extent are
more unrewarding than group pathological expressions.
In the context of the violent gang, such
individualistic expression becomes socially
'•legitimate."
7.The adaptive nature of violent gang makes it a
compatible and legitimate group for adjusting the
emotional needs of the sociopathic youth, who cannot
relate adequately in more demanding social groups.
About Gang Members In General
Groups of teenagers responsible for delinquency
resemble most other adolescent groups, not only in
features apparent to an observer, but also to the members
themselves who see their groups' activities as not being
different from other teenage groups, (Gold, 1970:97).
The present stage of theoretical framework developed
regarding juvenile delinquency would appear to require
transitive or bridging concepts. Such a bridging idea may
well be provided by the gang (Finestone, 1976:45). Some
researchers claim that the term ["gang"] has been over¬
worked and is so imprecise that its use in scientific
discourse is questioned (Empey, 1967:33). At least some of
the debates surrounding gang delinquency reflects two
problems: First, there is no agreement about the meaning
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of the term "gang". Gangs have been identified by several
properties such as specific locale, identifiable
leadership, established lines of authority, in-group
loyalty and norms about delinquent behavior. However, it
is not clear which of the properties, if any, are actually
used when researchers distinguish gangs from other forms
of association.
What may be a gang to one researcher may be to another
a peer group, a youth group, a crowd, a clique, a club, a
network, a band, or a ring to name but a few. The second
problem is that there is little systematic national data
on gang delinquency. This means that virtually all gang
data come from studies of local communities (mainly large
cities such as New York City, Boston, Chicago, and Los
Angeles). The most important consequence of this problem
is that any account of gang delinquency is influenced by
the particular community with which the researcher is most
familiar. While gang situations may be similar in many
respects from one community to the next, there is always a
risk of taking unique, local features and generalizing
inappropriately to all gang delinquency.
Typologies
According to Gibbons (1962), a typology involving
fourteen patterns of delinquent roles were presented in
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this research and would be classified into varied
offenders* pattern group levels. In short, the topological
classification was developed during a process of
explication, keeping in mind the existing descriptions of
offender patterns in the criminological literature that
was examined. An effort was made to uncover, by logical
analysis, the underlying dimensions or variables that were
implicit in these characterizations. Subsequently,
attempts were made to identify the basic patterns of
delinquent conduct that were analyzed by various
investigators Roebuck, and Johnson (1962).
Gibbons states that several of the patterns discussed
in the earlier scheme were combined based on the fact that
fine distinctions among offenders were not necessary for
the purposes at hand, namely, the articulation of
treatment theory linked to diagnostic categories. These
nine role-types reviewed here can be listed in summary as
follows:
1. Predatory gang delinquent
2. Conflict gang delinquent
3. Casual gang delinquent




7. Overly aggressive delinquent
8. Female delinquent
9. Behavior problem delinquent
Four of these patterns, 1, 2, 3, and 4, represent
variants of working-class gang delinquency and could be
viewed in a sense that they belong together. Many
researchers contend that lower-class gang delinquents come
in several varieties. In particular, the view is
frequently expressed that conflict behavior (bopping) was
blended in some working-class and urban areas, whereas it
was relatively absent in other low-income neighborhoods.
Likewise, predatory or criminalistic delinquency is also
differentially distributed, for it tended to be widespread
in working-class areas other than those where conflict
activity was found.
In other words, a widely held contemporary view is
that the causal process in fighting-gang behavior is
probably different from that in predatory gang behavior.
The ecological theory that supports this view is that of
Cloward and Ohlin, which is based upon variations in
illegitimate opportunity structures as the critical factor
in the determination of which pattern emerges in slum
areas. In the same school of thought, these writers
contend that the neighborhoods in which predatory activity
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develops are those which show integration between
criminalistic and conventional social organizational
patterns, where stability of social organization is found,
and where learning opportunities for careers in crime
exist for juveniles. These behavior patterns are
relatively absent in conflict areas.
According to Cloward and Ohlin (1960), despite the
merit of this argument-and it was probably not an entirely
satisfactory one-it does show that these two variant
patterns of delinquency coexist. Heavy drug users were
differentiated in the typology from other gang
delinquents. For example, a considerable amount of
literature on juvenile drug addicts suggests that these
youths were not entirely comparable to nondrug users.
Addicted heroin users should be separated from juveniles
who casually experiment with marijuana, or who try out
opiates but who discontinue using them before they become
addicted. In many researchers' opinion, these drug-using
juveniles were an atypical group of youngsters burdened
more with personality problems than their non-using
contemporaries. Generally, casual gang delinquents were
separated from other working-class gang types. The
literature on gang behavior indicates that the degree of
involvement in delinquency varies from one juvenile to
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another and within the groups there are some who are
peripheral members of this subculture. These are the boys
classified here as casual gang delinquents.
For example, patterns 4 and 5 in the typology
classification represent two forms of predominately
middle-class delinquency. It is suggested in this class
level that middle-class juveniles are commonly found in
these two types and relatively insignificant nuinber of
middle-class juveniles are found among gang delinquents.
Similarly, there are lower-class youngsters who
participate in auto theft or who indulge in relatively
petty, nongang forms of misconduct. However, the largest
concentration of working-class youths are found in types
1,2,3,and 6. Nevertheless, types 4 and 5 tend to be
middle-class forms of deviation, although it should also
be acknowledged that there are significant differences
between the two. Joyriding is another serious type of law
violation, at least in the eyes of the police and the
courts.
According to Short Jr. and Nye (1958), boys who are
apprehended for auto thefts generally receive a marked and
formal societal reaction from these sources, a good number
of these youths end up in training schools or other
institutions with identical programs. In contrast, casual
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nongang misbehavior is the kind of activity that most
frequently emerges from studies of hidden delinquency.
Consequently, investigations involving self-reported
instances of deviant conduct by predominately middle-class
youths reveal that they engage in a lot of very petty
activity which indicates that delinquency (in a very broad
sense) is widespread. In other words, it is not true that
hidden delinquents are the same as officially recognized
offenders. Comparative data on training school residents
and hidden delinquent high-school students show that
incarcerated subjects not only have they committed all
the illegal acts reported by the high-school students, but
that they have participated in these acts more frequently.
Subsequently, the training school offenders cop out to a
larger nuir±»er of serious lawbreaking activities which are
not committed by the high school students.
There are three other delinquent role patterns which
are not noticeably class-linked in the typology. Overly
aggressive behavior is the end product of parental
rejection which does not characterize families at all
class levels. Female delinquency is also a kind of
deviance which emerges in various social class groups,
even though this activity is in so many other ways quite
dissimilar to overly aggressive behavior. Apparently,
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behavior problem delinquency is a form of misconduct which




The gang is an ancient phenomenon. The 1600s mark the
first known use of the term "gang" in the English language
when it was applied to bands of pirates hence phrases like
"walking the gangplank" (Oxford English Dictionary, 1933).
However, "ganglike" predatory behavior in England can be
traced back over a dozen centuries Hardman (1967). There
was little or no serious attempt to study gangs until
about the early 1900s, Asbury (1927) provided a colorful,
historical account of the many adult gangs in New York
City during the late 1800s. Gangs with names such as the
"Dusters," "Plug Uglies," "Dead Rabbits," "Bowery Boys,"
and "Five Pointers" were openly organized around criminal
activities and links to local politicians were common.
Sheldon (1998), cited in Yablonsky (1962), was one of the
first persons to use the term "gang" in reference to
adolescent groups. Along with many other early gang
researchers, Sheldon was not specific and did not connect
gangs with "law-violating behavior." Gangs were simply
elementary forms of associations, only some of which were
criminally oriented. Sheldon also referred to social
24
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clubs, industrial associations, philanthropic association,
athletic clubs as gangs. He maintained that among boys'
gangs, and athletic clubs were the most common, followed
by predatory organizations.
There was no adolescent gang research to follow
Sheldon's until the 1920s when Thrasher (1927) undertook a
monumental study of 25,000 members of 1,313 gangs in
Chicago. Thrasher's work is unparalleled by any other and
maintains a position of modern classic, it remains the
most comprehensive study of the phenomenon of adolescent
gangs ever undertaken (Short, 1963).
Thrasher defined gangs broadly to include both
delinquent and nondelinquents groups (such as
preadolescent play groups, family gangs, labor unions,
college fraternities, and the Boy Scouts). He maintained
that gangs are found mainly in interstitial slum areas
characterized by physical deterioration, residential
mobility, and social disorganization (that is where there
was a breakdown of consensus and order. Most of Thrasher's
gangs engaged in a variety of illegal acts, although most
of these were petty offenses such as pilfering, truancy,
and vandalism. His gangs were composed almost exclusively
of males, with a high proportion being children of
foreign-born persons (for example, Polish, Italian, and
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Irish immigrants). Thrasher's gang ranged in size from 3
to 2,000 members. However, about 75 percent of the gangs
had fewer than 30 members, and almost half had fewer than
15. Gangs were viewed as primary groups with face-to-face
interaction, esprit de corps, cooperation, and mutual
excitation. While his gangs varied in their degree of
organization, the more highly organized (and usually
larger) gangs consisted of core leaders, other full-time
members, and occasional (that is, peripheral) members.
In addition to such detailed descriptive data on
gangs, Thrasher presented one of the first theories of
gang formation. He argued that gangs do not form for the
purpose of committing delinquent acts; rather, they emerge
spontaneously out of unsupervised play activities in slums
to create order where no order existed. Whether delinquent
or not, gangs provide their members with prestige, sense
of security, and opportunities for excitement when such
needs were not met by conventional social institutions.
According to Thrasher, "gangs" are typically short lived,
with most lasting only a few years. If a gang continues
longer than this, it is because of opposition it met in
the community (either from other gangs or from the
police). The threat of conflict, Thrasher cited, draws
gang members more closely together, creating a stable
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group in the process.
Dimensions Of Gang Delinquency
What do recent studies indicate about the
characteristics of gangs and gang members? Is the present
picture of gang delinquency very different from that
sketched by Thrasher? These seemingly simple questions are
in fact difficult to answer with any degree of certainty.
The problem is largely one of definition. Since Thrasher,
the trend has been to limit the meaning of the term ”gang"
more or less exclusively to law-violating groups (e.g.
Cohen, 1955; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965). However, Cloward
and Ohlin (1960) attempted to limit the definition of
gangs further by arguing that a group is not a gang unless
delinquent behavior is required by the group’s norms.
Miller (1975) offered other definitional criteria for
adolescent gangs: (1) recurrent congregation with
self-defined rules of membership; (2) a territorial basis
with customary "ranging areas"; (3) an age basis, whereby
members are recruited from only a part of the youth
population; (4) a versatile activity repertoire, including
illegal acts as well as extended periods of involvement in
casual, non-delinquent pursuits; and (5) organizational
differentiation by authority, roles, prestige, and
friendship cliques. Because of such definitional
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differences, any general assessment of the characteristics
of gangs and gang members must necessarily be approximate.
However, recent gang studies make at least one thing
abundantly clear. "The gang does not exist, rather, gangs
come in a wide variety of forms" (Klein, 1969) .
THE PREVALENCE OF GANG DELINQUENCY
The literature on the prevalence of gang delinquency
is mixed. On the one hand, it is well established that the
vast majority of delinquency is committed in groups, shaw
and Mckay (1931) provided early evidence for the group
nature of delinquency, noting that about 80 percent of
offenders brought before the Chicago Juvenile Court had
accomplices.
More recently, Erickson (1971) found that in a sample
of Utah youths, 65 percent of self-reported acts were
committed in the company of peers (see also Gold, 1970;
Erickson and Jensen, 1977; Zimring 1981). On the other
hand, evidence show that group delinquency as generally
understood, is not synonymous with gang delinquency. A
major difference between groups and gangs is that the
latter has leadership and other organizational features
frequently lacking in more casual groups. Miller (1980) in
comparing research results, estimated that there are 20
times as many delinquent groups as there are gangs, and
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seven times as many group members as gang members, i.e.,
in large American cities.
A study of 5,878 boys conducted on complaint issued by
the Detroit police found that only 47 percent were gang
members and that the other groups of four or more boys who
regularly spent time together are cliques (Wattenberg and
Balistrieri, 1950). Using the same methods of comparison
as Miller did with gangs, Lerman (1967) found that most
boys in a sample of New York City slum were not gang
members. Less than one-third of the boys aged 10 to 13 and
16 to 19 were gang members, and of boys aged 14 to 15, 47
percent were gang members. two recent self-reported
studies reveal even less gang involvement.
Among a sample of adolescent males in Philadelphia,
Savitz et al. (1977) determined that only 12 percent of
the blacks and 14 percent of the whites were affiliated
with gangs (defined by structural characteristics such as
knowledge, leadership, and territoriality). Similarly,
Johnson (1981) found in a study of black youths in Chicago
that only 13 percent of the males and eight percent of the
females reported gang membership.
GANG LOCATION
While there are a few reports of juvenile gangs in the
middle-class settings (Karacki and Toby, 1962; Greenley
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and Casey, 1963; Myeroff and Myeroff, 1964; Chambliss,
1973) , gangs are primarily an inner-city, slum phenomenon
(Short, 1974; Miller, 1975). According to Klein (1969),
two types of urban slums are the spawning grounds of
gangs. The first is the "traditional” slum characterized
by high residential mobility. The second is the "stable"
slum in which population shifts are minimal, permitting
the development of neighborhood traditions over a span of
years. After summarizing an extensive body of literature,
Klein (1969) concluded that the shifting traditional slums
seem to produce the more spontaneous gang structure, while
the stable slum is associated with large, vertically
structured gangs. More recent researchers in gang
delinquency would agree.
Linked to the urban nature of gangs is their racial
and ethnic makeup. Gangs are primarily a minority group
phenomenon, reflecting the population composition of
slums. While some gangs are racially and ethnically mixed
(for example, one the gangs studied by Yablonsky, 1962,
the Kings, was a mixture of Blacks , Puerto Rican,
Italian, and Irish youths), most gangs are all-Black
(Miller, 1962; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965), all-Chicano
(Horowitz and Schwartz, 1974; Moore, 1978; Erlanger, 1979;
Horowitz, 1983; Moore, et al., 1983), all-Chinese (Takagi
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and Platt, 1978; Joe and Robinson, 1980) or all-white;
i.e., organized along national religious lines (Miller,
1975).
GANG COMPOSITION
One of the most complex issues about gang delinquency
is the organizational structure of gangs, including their
cohesiveness, subgrouping, and role differentiation. What
emerges from gang studies is a picture characterized by
extreme variation in the forms of association and quality
of relations among gang delinquents. However, despite such
variation, recent studies clearly indicate that most gangs
are not the close-knit, primary groups that Thrasher led
us to expect.
A gang may be depicted as secondary groups without
clear-cut stable structures. For example, Yablonsky (1959)
suggested a conceptualization of gangs as "near-groups”
with diffuse role definitions, limited cohesion,
impermanence, minimal consensus on norms, shifting
membership, emotionally disturbed leadership, and limited
definition of membership expectations. On a continuum of
the extent of social organization, Yablonsky (1959)
located gangs midway between mobs (characterized by
anonymity, spontaneous leadership, and motivated by
momentary emotions) and groups (organized collections of
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persons interacting around shared functions and goals). He
describes gangs as being usually in a state of flux,
sometimes mob-like, sometimes moving closer to the group
and of the continuum, but never completely disorganized
like mobs or completely organized like groups.
Largely, consistent with Yablonsky's (1959) account,
most researchers have found gangs to be loosely
structured, with gang size and subgrouping (that is clique
formation) often militating against strong cohesion (see
Cohen and Short, 1958; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965; Klein
and Crawford, 1967). In large gangs (reasonable estimates
put maximum gang size at between 100 and 200 members,
although the average size appears to be about 20 to 40),
some of the members may know one another only by sight.
Turnover is sometimes high, with members "joining” for
only a few weeks or months. Even in the case of a
relatively permanent membership, members may spend little
or no time with one another. Klein and Crawford (1967) had
observers record the amount of contact time among 32
members of one Black gang in Los Angeles for a period of
six months.
In more than two-thirds of the possible relations
among the gang members, no observed contacts took place,
and in three-quarters of the possible relations, there was
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only one or no contact. Hence, only 25 percent of the gang
members had more than minimal contact with other members.
There were two main cliques (defined as gang members
who had ten or more contacts with at least one member),
accounting for less than half of the total membership.
Some of the lack of regular contact in large gangs can be
attributed to age differential among gang members. Miller
(1974, 216) observed that the "adolescent gang is,
preeminently, an assemblage of age-mates" with age
exerting a "decisive influence in the delineation of gang
subgroups."
Hence, there may be several members aged 13 to 15, a
larger number of 16 to 18-year-olds, and few aged 19 to
21. Young gang members seldom associate with older
members. Another relevant factor is that many gangs
include a sizable number of peripheral members who are
only infrequent participants in gang activities. Klein and
Crawford (1967) noted that while gang membership may be as
high as 200, the number of core members rarely exceeds 30
to 40.
Some gangs have designated leadership roles such as
president, vice president, and war counselor. As a general
rule, however, leadership is not rigid, shifting from one
person to the next depending on the particular activity
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being conducted Miller (1974). Most researchers have
described gang leaders as emotionally stable youths who
achieve prestige in the gang through a variety of valued
skills such as fighting prowess, coolheadedness, athletic
talent, and verbal facility (see Myeroff and Myeroff,
1964; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965).
Since the average person is not usually endowed with
all such skills, one member may assume leadership in a
particular type of situation (such as an impending fight
with another gang), but the leadership may change as the
gang moves on to other activities (such as athletic
competition). Given the fluid nature of gang leadership,
the arrest and incarceration of known gang leaders does
not often result in the dissolution of the gang because




Despite more than a half century of empirical study,
juvenile street gangs must still be regarded as only a
partially understood phenomenon. While there is a fair
degree of the types of social settings in which gangs
flourish, and possibly on certain structural aspects of
gang organization, many important questions remain
unanswered. There is little agreement on how gangs should
be classified, on the factors that dispose boys toward
gang membership, on the functions gangs serve, or the
effects they have on members, or the degree to which the
law-violative behavior of gang youths differs from that of
other delinquent youth. Another little understood process
is gang recruitment. Although Thrasher (1963), Cohen
(1955), and others have discussed the process of gang
formation, and Yablonsky (1962) and Miller (1969) have
discussed the process of gang dissolution, surprisingly
little has been written about how gangs recruit new
members or about how boys who are successfully recruited
differ from neighborhood peers who are not.
Although ignored and unaddressed by social scientists,
it is common knowledge on the streets and among law
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enforcement officials and youth workers that many youth
gangs do engage in periodic recruiting activity. In
Chicago, spring is the season of most active recruiting
(Mathews, 1980), and unaffiliated, streetwise male youth
between 12 and 14 years of age are usually the main
recruiting targets. Recruiting methods can vary
considerably. Yablonsky (1962:82-83) notes that strong arm
tactics often are used to "draft" new members, in which
case the process of "joining" is clearly not an act of
conscious choice. In other instances, however, gang
membership may be a much sought-after honor in a boy's
life.
Some gangs are also selective about whom they recruit,
and may impose rigorous tests of courage, street prowess,
or readiness to take risks as criteria for admission.
Among the D-E boys (a pseudonym) observed by Mathews
(1980) , for example, a boy might have to shoot a member
of, a rival gang, make a successful drug purchase, enter
gang graffiti in a public place to prove himself worthy,
or endure considerable physical punishment for membership.
To join a gang of this type is neither a casual nor a
defensive act. It involves tests of commitment not
dissimilar to those involved in joining a fraternity,
secret society, or religious community Kanter (1968).
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While acknowledging that some boys may be coerced into
gang delinquency by something akin to a "draft,"
Johnstone's thesis (1983) indicates the truth of the
matter is that gang membership is more often voluntary
than forced. Johnstone adopts the viewpoint expressed by
Cohen (1969) and Klein (1971),that gang delinquents differ
in fundamental ways from nongang delinquents. Affiliation
with a street gang is viewed here as an extreme form of
social adjustment that only boys in gang neighborhoods
will desire to make.
More specifically, Johnstone suggests that gang
involvement should be investigated from a frame of
reference that combines traditional Chicago school
perspectives on social control (Thrasher, 1963; Shaw and
Mckay, 1929, 1942; Korbrin, 1971; Kornhauer, 1978). With
recent formations of control theory that interpret
deviance in terms of weakened social and institutional
ties and absence of "stakes" in conformity (Hirschi,1969;
Johnstone, 1979). Johnstone postulates that gang
recruitment is related to three types of factors:
community characteristics, social and institutional
attachments, and definitions of self.
First of all, to be recruited by a street gang one
must live in a local where a gang exists. Given the
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distribution of gangs within urban areas (Cohen, 1955;
Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Thrasher, 1963; Miller, 1975,
1980; Johnstone, 1981), opportunities for gang membership
is much higher in urbanized neighborhoods that are in some
way socially and economically disadvantaged or depressed
than in those that are not disadvantaged. At the outset,
in fact, community characteristics are more salient than
individual characteristics in explaining gang membership.
In the same line of thought, in gang neighborhoods not all
boys join gangs, and since there is an element of positive
attraction and excitement to gang life (Thrasher, 1963),
an important question is why do boys remain out of gangs
if they have the opportunity to join?
The answer suggested here by Johnstone has to do with
the strength of attachments to conventional social
institutions and perceived chances of success in adult
life. For instance, Thrasher expected boys with strong
family ties, those whose parents remain consistently
supportive during their adolescence, and those who
themselves remain attached to school not to become
involved in gangs. The reason for this is that the demands
of gang life are incompatible with family obligations or
regular attendance of school. Evidently, as Short and
Strodtbeck (1965:230) observed. "gang life is not
39
conducive to punctuality, dependability on the job every
day, discipline and consistency of job performance."
To say it simply, if conventional social attachment
are strong, in other words, the costs of gang involvement
are simply too high to bear. Expectations about the future
are also important in this formation. Following
Stinchomb's (1964) logic, we expect boys who view their
life chances negatively to have little reason to defer
present gratification in favor of future rewards.
Gang life, per se, appeals most to boys who are confident
neither about their adjustment to conventional adolescence
life nor about their chances as conventional adults. In
this same frame of reference, boys affiliate with gangs
because they have no good reason not to.
Johnstone * s Model
Johnstone tested his data model by survey responses
collected from adolescents regarding their experiences
with street gangs. THere was only one other study in which
self report methods had been used to study involvement
with gangs (Savitz et al., 1977).
Johnstone's population utilized Black American
adolescents living in suburban fringe areas of the Chicago
Scientific Measurement System Analysis which was conducted
by the Illinois Institute for Juvenile Research in 1974,
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sampled all census tracts outside the Chicago Central City
that contained 50 or more Black American residents in
1970. There were 40 such tracts distributed within 16
different municipalities. Households were screened to
locate 14 to 18-year-olds who were asked to complete
questionnaires in their homes. An estimated 74 percent of
the eligible youth completed questionnaires.
Attention was restricted to male respondents who
answered two questions about their exposure to youth
gangs. There were three groups identified from the
responses: "members," those who claimed they were or had
been a member of a gang; "recruits," those who denied
membership but said they had been asked to join a gang;
and "uninvolved youth," those neither affiliated nor
approached. Of 251 boys in the sample, 216 answered both
questions. Out of these numbers, 13 percent was classified
as members, 22 percent as recruits, and 65 percent as
uninvolved youth.
Since anonymity is guaranteed to respondents, there is
no possible way to verify individual claims of gang
membership against external sources of information.
Several internal reliability checks were applied to the
data set, however, and all of these produced response
patterns or correlates to gang membership widely reported
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in the gang literature. On this basis, it was felt that
the group affiliations reported was not markedly
dissimilar from those classified as gang affiliations in
other research. Since this evidence have been reported in
detail elsewhere (Johnstone, 1981), it was not reproduced
in this study.
Johnstone's Results
The most appropriate analytic tool for the problem at
hand was multiple discriminant analysis. In the analysis
that follows, members, recruits and uninvolved youth was
considered real groups, and the analytic problem will be
to determine which variables or combinations of variables,
if any, successfully discriminate among the groups. Based
on the proposed model, we expect the discriminant analysis
to identify two major significant functions, one related
to the process of gang recruitment, identified primarily
by ecological variables and the other related to gang
membership itself. No a priori expectations are posted
regarding the relative strength of the two functions, but
the model does predict two significant functions rather
than one, and specifies that the variables related most
strongly to the contact process should differ from those
related most strongly to actually becoming a gang member.
A total of 11 variables were selected for inclusion in
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the discriminant analysis; two measures of the community
environment, four measures of social attachments, two
measures of self-image, and three statistical "control"
variables were introduced because of their importance as
known or suspected correlates of gang membership. A
description of these variables follows, reports from
subgroup means and standard deviations, as well as the
results of T-tests of differences among pairs of means.
Community Characteristics
Community Poverty. Five indicators of community social
and economic problems were selected from the 1970 census
reports for the 16 municipalities represented in the
sample. These measures were the percentages of families
below the poverty level, the median family income in 1969,
the percentage of occupied dwelling units with inadequate
plumbing, the percentage of female-headed households, and
the average monthly rent for housing units. The sample
distributions for these variables were first collapsed
into best-fitting thirds, rescored (1,2, or 3), and then
combined into an additive index where higher scores
indicated most prevalent poverty conditions. The data show
that uninvolved youth lived in relatively more affluent
communities, but that recruits come from poorer
communities than members did. This latter comparison was
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puzzling, but it may mean that where recruiting activity
was more prevalent, the gang might be weaker and taken
less seriously by those contacted.
Perceived Racial Tension. Since ganging activity among
suburban black youth may be a response to the degree of
racial hostility they encounter Short (1963), an index
measuring the perceived quality level of race relations in
these community was also introduced. This index was
selected from five questionnaire responses where young
people reported: (1) A lot of interracial fist fights at
their school; (2,3) that most whites students at their
school were unfriendly to Blacks and vice versa; and (4,5)
that black and white young people did not get along
well at all in their community or at their school. These
resulting index scores range between 0 to 5 points, with a
sample mean of 1.50, showing that uninvolved youth
experienced considerably less racial tension in their
communities than the other two groups did. Members and
recruits did not differ.
Social Attachment
Household composition data was employed to build a
dummy variable to indicate whether a youth's is present
(1) or absent (0) from the household. The result showed
that significantly more uninvolved youth come from
44
households where fathers were present.
Involvement Of Father
Since a father's presence did not necessarily imply
meaningful parental involvement, nor his absence an
evasion of parental responsibility, a second dummy
variable was constructed to measure whether fathers were
involved or uninvolved in important parenting decisions.
These categories were assigned on the basis of answers
to the following question: When your parents disagree with
each other over what you should be allowed to do, who
usually has the final say? Those who answered "father,"
"they never disagree," or "they decided equally" were
awarded 1, and those who answered "mother" were awarded 0,
showing lower proportion of members with involved fathers
but no significant differences among the groups. The
analysis indicated that fathers' presence and fathers'
involvement were positively correlated. However, the
scientific final analysis show that 29% of the time
"present" fathers were not involved in parenting
decisions, whereas the same analysis show that 51% of the
time "absent" fathers were.
Parental Support
An important aspect of adolescent development was the
extent to which parents continue to provide moral and
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emotional support to their offspring during periods of
stress or difficulty. Two questionnaire items that
surveyed these types of supports asked whether parents
would go to the school or to the police station to defend
a youth if he is accused of doing something wrong. Those
who answered "yes" to both questions were awarded a 1,
while those who answered "no" to either or both questions
were awarded an 0. A total of 79% of the boys answered yes
to both questions. Therefore, the result of the survey
noted that gang members' parents were significantly less
likely than recruits' parents to do so.
Adjustment To School
School adjustment was measured by an index based upon
three questionnaire responses. This measure comprised (a)
estimate of the amount of schooling expected (2 points for
college graduation or more, 1 point for some college, and
0 points for high school graduation or less); (b)
estimates of how well they are doing in school (2 points
for "above average" 0 better, 1 point for "average”, and 0
points for "below average"); and (c) answers to the
statement I really like the school I am going to (l point
if they agreed, 0 points if they disagreed). The resulting




Factors analysis of a bank of self-image measures
included in the questionnaire yielded several identifiable
dimensions, two of which are relevant to present concerns.
The first of these is loaded most heavily with statements
related to a common adolescent problem self-confidence in
interpersonal situations. The three statements correlated
most strongly with this factor were then used to construct
a sum-of-scores index of interpersonal self-confidence.
The statements were: (a) My feelings are easily hurt; (b)
I am afraid someone is going to make fun of me; and (c) I
feel tense most of the time." Higher scores were assigned
to those who rejected these statements more strongly.
Responses of: not true of me were awarded 2 points;
somewhat true of me, 1 point; and "very true of me," 0
points. Recruits' scores were significantly lower on this
measure than were members 1
Societal Self-Confidence
The three statements that loaded most strongly on the
second relevant factor all could be interpreted at face
value as measures of personal efficacy in achievement
situations. These were as follows; (d) "Every time I try
to get ahead, something stops me"; (e) "People like me do
not have much of a chance to be successful in life"; and
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(f) "I sometimes feel that I just cannot learn." Employing
the same scoring methods as in the previous measure,
responses to these statements were combined to form an
index labeled "societal self-confidence." Results indicate
uninvolved youth had the highest score on this measure.
Because these two self-image measures were built as
summed indices rather than from factor scored
coefficients, they were not orthogonal to one another,
and, in short, revealed a substantial statistical overlap.
As measured here, then, they are best interpreted as
related components of more general evaluations of self.
Three additional variables measuring experiences as
offenders, defendants, and victims of law-violative
activities were also added to the discriminant analysis as
control measures of serious delinquency.
This index measured the degrees of admitted
participation in four serious delinquent offenses, or
behaviors that legally can be classified as larceny,
burglary, aggravated assault, and robbery. The specific
measure asked respondents how often they had (a) taken at
least $20, or something worth at least $20, that did not
belong to them; (b) broken into someone's home or a store
or some other place in order to steal something; (c) used
a weapon in a fight-a brick, knife, razor, or anything
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else; and (d) used force or threatened to use force to get
money from another person. Scores on these measures varied
between 0 and 4, with a sample mean of .80. Members and
recruits had significantly higher scores than the
uninvolved group.
Contact With The Juvenile Justice System
The second control variable measures the extent to
which youngsters have been in trouble with the juvenile
authorities as indexed by involuntary visits to the police
station and appearance in juvenile court.
Scores on this measure ranged between 0 and 5, with a
sample mean of .70. Members and recruits were considerably
more likely than uninvolved youth to have been in trouble
with the law. Not surprisingly, the two measured of
delinquency, behavioral and official, show a substantial
correlation.
Criminal Victimization
Finally, on the assumption that boys might join gangs
for reasons of self-protection, a measure was developed of
subjects' experiences as victims of criminal acts. The
items selected for this index were the reciprocal measure
of those used to index serious delinquency, aggravated
assault, strong-arm robbery, or burglary. Once again,
significant differences were found among the groups, with
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uninvolved youth being considerably less victimized.
Members and recruits did not differ. It would appear that
boys exposed to the orbit of gang activity either as
members or potential members were considerably more likely
to be involved in the world of youth crime as well.
Having been in trouble with the law was the
characteristic that most clearly distinguished recruits
from uninvolved youth, and this characteristic suggested
that gangs do not recruit youngsters until they are
already delinquent. This is not to say that gang
delinquents commit fewer law violations than nongang
delinquents, or that levels of delinquency decline after
boys join gangs. It is to suggest only that gangs select
new members from experienced rather than inexperienced law
violators.
This supports the contention of a number of
researchers and observers of gangs, including Hardman
(1969), that gangs do not transform good boys into
delinquents; rather, transformation occurs first. In this
regard, it should also be noted that contact with the
juvenile justice system has virtually no power
discriminating recruits from members.
The second most strongly correlated variable with the
recruitment function was community poverty. Boys living in
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communities with numerous poverty-level families, low
average incomes, low rents, deteriorated housing, and
large numbers of female-headed households were much more
likely to be the targets of gang recruiting activity.
As noted, boys who perceived more racial tension in their
communities were more likely to be approached by gangs,
and were those more victimized by crime. They were also
those boys whose fathers were not present in the
households.
This pattern suggested that parental absence increases
a boy’s exposure and general vulnerability to problems of
the street, including crime, racial antagonism, and gangs.
For the most part, however, gang recruiting could be
explained by ecological and behavioral components. It is
more prevalent in depressed coinmunities, and is targeted
primarily at veteran delinquents.
As hypothesized, quite different factors were involved
in actually becoming a gang member. The most strongly
loaded variable on the affiliation is interpersonal
self-confidence. Gang members are substantially more
self-confident than recruits. Whatever else may be said
about the social disadvantage of gang members, temerity or
lack of confidence in peer settings are not among their
disadvantages. Since gangs place a high premium on courage
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and willingness to take risks, of course, it is perhaps
not surprising that gang members deny feelings of
interpersonal insecurity.
Delinquent boys were able to resist gang recruiting
efforts as long as they continue to believe in their
chances of success as conventional adults. At the point
that they perceived no stakes in a conventional future,
however, they became psychologically ready to opt for the
more immediate ego gratifications associated with gang
life. Joining a gang, in other words, might represent a
trade-off of commitments. This position supported Cohen's
(1955) analysis of the functions of gang membership.
Delinquent boys who experience universally negative
reactions from the adult world eventually came to depend
on one another as sources of positive support. Gang
members, but not gang recruits, appear to have given up on
school and to have parents who had given up on them.
Moreover, while parental absence increased the chances
that a boy would be asked to join a gang, the more
important element in gang affiliation was whether a boy's
father played a meaningful parenting role in his life.
CHAPTER 4
THE "CAUSES" OF THE GANG DELINQUENCY
What are the causes of gang delinquency? There was
little theory that addressed this question between
Thrasher's work in the 1920s and the 1950s before Cohen
published Delinquent Boys. Since then, four major
theoretical perspectives have dominated Criminological
thinking on gang delinquency: (1) status frustration, (2)
differential opportunity, (3) lower-class culture, and (4)
group process. A massive collection of argument and
counterarguments have grown out of these four
perspectives. They have also stimulated a large body of
research aimed at testing them.
STATUS FRUSTRATION
Cohen (1955) indicated that his interest lay in
accounting for the emergence of delinquent subcultures
among lower-class boys. Citing Cohen (1955:13), the
delinquent subculture was a way of life that had somehow
became traditional among the boys' gangs that flourish
most conspicuously in the delinquency neighborhoods of our
larger American cities. Within the subculture, delinquency
was nonutilitarian, malicious, negativistic, versatile,
and characterized by Short-run hedonism and group
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autonomy. By nonutilitarian, Cohen meant that much of the
stealing-and other delinquent behavior by gang members-was
committed for the hell of it rather than for material
gain. By malicious and negativistic, Cohen meant that gang
members got enjoyment out inflicting pain and discomfort
to others and that such behavior was condoned by
subcultural norms that are contrary to those of
middle-class society.
By versatile, he meant that delinquent behavior was
not highly specialized. While stealing was the primary
delinquent activity of gang members, other illegal
behaviors, such as vandalism, trespass, and truancy, were
common. By short-run hedonism, Cohen meant that gang
members were interested mainly in momentary pleasures,
giving little thought to planning for the future. The gang
was also autonomous, meaning that members were intolerant
of restraint expect from informal pressures within the
gang setting.
Why did the delinquent subculture emerge? Cohen's
reply was that it represented a collective solution to the
status (that is, prestige) problems of lower-class boys.
The lower-class boy was constantly being evaluated against
a middle-class measuring yard stick, especially in
middle-class institutions such as schools. The lower-class
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boy aspire to middle-class status. However, he was unable
to get ahead in middle-class society, because middle-class
standards emphasized traits that lower-class socialization
did not (such as ambition, thrift, individual
responsibility, courtesy, deferred gratification, and
control of physical aggression). The result are collective
status frustration among lower-class boys, and there were
three possible outcomes. A few lower-class boys went to
college and thus achieve upward mobility (the college-boy
response). Among those who could not qualify for upward
mobility, most became corner boys who make the best of a
bad situation by accepting their lower-class position.
A third possible outcome was the creation of the
delinquent subculture (the delinquent-boy response), which
was characterized by the explicit and wholesale
repudiation of middle-class standards and the adoption of
their very antithesis Cohen (1955:129). The delinquent
subculture became a substitute society for delinquents,
providing an alternative to the middle-class society in
which they had failed.
Cohen's theory, while it triggered a new flurry of
interest in gang delinquency, did not escape criticism.
Kitsuse and Dietrick (1959) also questioned Cohen's
description of the delinquent subculture as
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nonutilitarian, malicious, and negativistic. According to
them, gang delinquency was more rational and utilitarian
and less malicious toward respectable persons than the
theory suggests. Finally, they claimed that Cohen was
ambiguous about why some boys identify with the delinquent
subculture, while others selected a college-boy or
corner-boy response. For instance, why did the college boy
choose to accommodate to the middle-class system when, in
principle, he experienced just as much status frustration
as did the delinquent boy.
Relevant research have proved no more favorable to the
theory. For example, Resis and Rhodes (1963) measured
status frustration by asking 12,524 students in grade
seven through twelve in Davidson county, Tennessee,
whether they thought others in their school had better
clothes and lived in better houses . Lower-class students
were somewhat more likely to feel status frustration than
other students, and there was a small positive correlation
between status frustration and delinquency. Moreso, the
majority of delinquents did not feel that their fellow
students had better clothes or housing, and more of the
delinquents than nondelinquents said that they had never
thought about making such status comparisons. One could
deduce from Cohen's theory that status frustration should
56
be greatest in heterogeneous contexts (such as schools
with students from a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds)
where lower-class juveniles could easily compare their
situation with that of others. However, Resis and Rhodes
(1963) found just the opposite; the status frustration of
students was most marked in homogeneous, lower-class
schools.
Seemingly consistent with Cohen's theory, several
studies found that failure in school was related to
delinquent behavior (see Frease, 1973; Jensen, 1976;
Hirschi and Hindelang, 1977), but this relation was
evident in all classes, not just in the lower class, as
Cohen suggested.
Research also failed to support Cohen's argument that
gang boys repudiate middle-class norms Gordon et al.
(1963) compared lower-class gang boys with lower-class and
middle-class nongang boys in Chicago in terms of their
evaluations (for instance, good-bad) of various
conventional images (such as someone who works for good
grades, like to read good books, saves his money) and
deviant images (such as someone who makes easy money by
pimping, knows where to fence stolen merchandise, uses
drugs). They found that all of the samples evaluated the
conventional images equally. Moreover, each sample
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evaluated the conventional images higher than the deviant
images, while gang boys were more tolerant of the deviant
images than were nongang boys, the tolerance did not
extend to unqualified approval (simply less disapproval)
of deviant lifestyles (see also Lerman, 1968; Suttles,
1968).
SEX
Of Thrasher's more than 1,000 gangs in the 1920s, only 6
or so were female gangs and there has been little change
in situation of ganging since then. There are far fewer
female gangs, with male gang members outnumbering female
gang members by about ten to one Miller (1975).
Gang involvement among females could take one of three
forms: (1) as auxiliaries or branches of male gangs. (2)
as autonomous units, or (3) as participants in sexually
mixed groups. Of course, the first was clearly the most
common, with fully autonomous female gangs being
relatively rare (but see Miller, 1973; Quicker, 1974;
Giordano, 1978). Female auxiliaries to male gangs, often
bearing feminized versions of the male gang name (such as
Disciples and Lady Disciples), had been reported at one
time or another in almost all major cities. However, they
tended to be generally more unstable than their male
counterparts. One reason that might explain this, is that
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female auxiliaries tended to form in response to male
gangs; hence they faded away as soon as the boys' gangs
dissolved (Klein, 1969). As unfortunate as it might be
sometimes, the media and popular literature carry the
wrong signal that female were the instigators of much male
gang delinquency (for instance, fighting to avenge the
impugned honor of a girl), females might have had largely
the opposite effect. From interviews conducted with black
males (both gang and nongang members) detained in Los
Angeles County Juvenile Hall, Bowker et al. (1980)
discovered that female presence at the site of a planned
delinquent act was likely to postpone or terminate that
act.
DIFFERENTIAL OPPORTUNITY
Cloward and Ohlin's (1960) theory of gang delinquency
represents an alternative to Cohen's. Like Cohen, they
sought to explain the evolution of delinquent subcultures.
However, for Cloward and Ohlin, candidates for the
delinquent subculture were concerned with economic
injustice, not middle-class status.
According to Cloward and Ohlin assumption, that
lower-class boys, like all Americans, desired economic
success (the American dream). However, these boys were at
a relative disadvantage to others based on the fact that
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they did not have equal and proportionate access to
legitimate opportunities. Hence, lower-class boys
experienced a disjunction between their aspirations and
expectations, or between what they wanted out of life and
what they thought they would be getting. Citing Cloward
and Ohlin's argument that, instead of lower-class boys
blaming themselves for their inability to succeed and been
delinquent, as Cohen contended, lower-class boys felt
they were cheated by the larger social system of their
success. In other words, this sense of injustice
continually generate pressure toward gang delinquency.
Based on Cloward and Ohlin's view point, the desire
for economic success rarely loses its strong hold on
lower-class boys. When frustration about unequal access to
legitimate opportunities mounts, they easily turn to
illegitimate opportunities if available. Also, when the
levels of frustration experienced exceed bearing in
neighborhoods where adult criminal behavior is well
organized and accessible (such as there are close ties
between adult criminals and adolescents), a criminal
subculture is likely to form where lower-class gang boys
commit delinquent acts (thus, burglary, theft, and running
numbers) that is rational and utilitarian. These types of
neighborhoods produce the fledgling racketeers. On the
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other hand, in neighborhoods lacking in adult criminal
traditions, lower-class boys tend to be deprived of both
legitimate and illegitimate opportunities chance for
success. As discovered by Cloward and Ohlin, this type of
neighborhoods produces a conflicting subculture in which
violent behavior predominates (such as aggressive,
fighting gangs). Lower-class boys who were ill-equipped
for either well-organized criminal activities or for life
in conflict gangs turn to a third type of delinquent
subculture, the retreatist subculture. This is composed of
gang boys who were double failures, boys who had failed in
the use of both legitimate and illegitimate opportunities
and subsequently withdrew into drug use.
By identifying three types of delinquent subcultures,
Cloward and Ohlin implied that such subcultures were
specialized. Members of criminal subcultures steal,
conflict gangs fight, and retreatist gangs use drugs.
Initial reaction from sociological researchers endorsed
Cloward and Ohlin's theory as extremely favorable, and it
became a bed rock for many programs in the 1960s for
preventing or ameliorating juvenile delinquency (see
Gibbons, 1981; Empey, 1982). Despite this, critical
comments were offered. Toby (1961) suggested that the
theory seemed to have closed the motivational issue
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prematurely. He strongly contended that in a complex
society such as the United States, a host of variables in
addition to differential opportunity (that is, inadequate
socialization and adolescent rebellion) combined to
provide the motivations for gang delinquency. On a
different view point, Bordua (1961) maintained that while
it may be true that gang delinquents often found
themselves blocked from legitimate opportunities, this may
be attributed to their delinquent behavior, but not the
cause of it. Bordua (1961) raised another argument that
applied to Cohen's theory as well as to Cloward and
Ohlin's. He believed and noted that Thrasher and other
researchers attached gang delinquency to fun.
Delinquent gangs attracted members by promising them
thrills and excitement. By contrast, Cloward and Ohlin did
not see gang boys as enjoying themselves. Rather, they
were forced into gang delinquency out of economic
deprivation. Bordua (1961) again suggested that there were
probably little difference between Thrasher's gangs in the
1920s and gangs in the 1950s and 1960s. He thought it was
puzzling, then, why modern analysts would stop assuming
that evil could be fun and seeing gang delinquency as
arising only when boys were driven away from good (1961:
136) .
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Researchers have fail in an attempt to confirm major
parts of Cloward and Ohlin's theory. According to Short
and Strodtbeck (1965) report, finding a criminal gang in
the city of Chicago was impossible. Similarly, in the same
school of thought, retreatist gangs were very scarce and
also difficult to locate, evidently conflict gangs were
numerous. Almost consistent with Cohen’s description of
the delinquent subculture. Short and Strodbeck found that
most gang delinquents commit a variety of delinquent acts
rather than the vague focused patterns discussed by
Cloward and Ohlin.
Other research prior to mine, have thoroughly or
closely examined Cloward and Ohlin's assertion that
delinquency was attributable to a disjunction between
aspirations and expectations. However, in agreement with
the theory, Elliott (1962) found that a sample of
delinquents perceived fewer opportunities to achieve
success than did nondelinquents.
In addition, Elliott further found that this is
equally true of middle-class and lower-class delinquents,
arguing that Cloward and Ohlin erred by insisting that
differential opportunity was a problem only for
lower-class youths.
Similarly, Short (1964) found that delinquents
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exhibited numerous discrepancies between their aspirations
and expectations than did nondelinquents. Moreover, the
overall frame of reference were far from clear. The black
youths who displayed the greatest divergence between their
aspirations and expectations, relative to their fathers'
achievements, were the least delinquent.
After analysis, Cloward and Ohlin's theory predicted
that juveniles with high aspirations and low expectations
ought to have higher delinquency rates than those having
low aspirations and having low expectations. In comparing
achievement levels at the educational and occupational
goals of junior high and high school boys in California,
Hirschi (1969) confirmed highest delinquency rates among
boys with low aspirations and low expectations from
self-reported studies conducted. Only a small proportion
of the boys in Hirschi's (1969) sample experienced any
disjunction between their aspirations and expectations.
LOWER-CLASS CULTURE
Miller (1958) advanced a third theory of gang
delinquency that was markedly different from both Cohen's
and Cloward and Ohlin's. With Miller, it was lower-class
culture, not status frustration nor differential
opportunity, that gave rise to gang delinquency. The key
to unlocking and to comprehending this culture was the
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predominance of female-based households where the family
was held together by one or more adult Women.
Miller suggested that lower-class boys who were raised
in such environment join male, adolescent street gangs to
gain a sense of and acceptance into manhood and escape
female domination. Citing Miller, he claimed that gang
boys violate laws because the lower-class (male) culture
emphasized focal concerns on trouble, toughness,
smartness, excitement, fate, and autonomy. In other words,
while a man's worth in middle-class society might be
evaluated by his education or occupation, the focal
concerns about lower-class culture implied that hard work
was for suckers. Unfortunately, gang members achieved
prestige by demonstrating physical prowess and bravery,
committing delinquent acts that showed their ability to
outwit others, resisting authority, and avoiding the
monotony of routine jobs. Again, from the perspective of
lower-class culture, gang delinquency was a perfectly
normal expression of cultural content.
From this standpoint, much of the criticism Miller's
theory centers on three issues: (1) the validity of his
claims of predominance of female-based households, (2) the
danger of tautology, and (3) the nature of lower-class
culture. On the first issue, Bordua (1969) maintains that
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Miller's characterization of lower-class families could
not be substantiated based on the fact that, with the
exception of lower-class blacks, no low-income groups in
American society have a history of female-based
households.
The third issue dealt with whether there was a
distinct, lower-class culture, as Miller assumed. The
chief critic of this debate, Valentine (1968), suggests
that many features of lower-class culture are not cultural
patterns but the products of structural factors.
Consequently, Valentine averse, unemployment and low
income are conditions to which the poor must adapt. These
conditions were not necessarily determined as much by
lower-class culture as by the organizations of the larger
society. In the same context, he contends lower-class
attitudes and values were more likely to represent
situational adaptations to poverty than an enduring class
culture. Hence, lower-class persons' feelings of
marginality and low aspirations seemed to Valentine (1968)
to be inevitable responses to their deprivation and lack
of opportunity.
In Miller's viewpoint, lower-class culture is more or
less uniform and intrinsically law-violating. However, two
more recent studies have disputed this standpoint.
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According to studies on an inner-city Chicano gang in
Chicago, Horowitz and Schwartz (1974) found that gang
members endorsed conventional norms with values such as
hard work, education, family ties, and economic success
even though they were preoccupied with fighting to
maintain their personal honor. Again quoting from
Horowitz and Schwartz (1974), this situation is one of
normative ambiguity, where persons accept both
conventional and unconventional norms but could not
strongly commit to neither. Contrary evidence to Miller's
view were also noted in a study of Chicano gang members in
East Los Angeles. According to Erlanger (1979), research
on lower-class Chicanes considerable stress have been
placed on machismo (that is, macho or manliness), which
was understood to be the cultural trait predisposing males
to violence.
However, Erlanger noted that machismo orientation was
not nearly so narrow as typically portrayed. Putting all
these questions in one perspective, (including gang
members and nongang members), Machismo meant having
courage, not backing down, and being ready to fight
(Erlanger, 1979:237).
Consequently, violence in itself did not constitute
macho trait. Machismo was more likely associated with
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defense of personal dignity in a more abstract sense
(honor, for Horowitz and Schwartz, 1974). Even so, while
it is true machismo is often an explanation used by gang
members as an excuse to justify fighting, gang norms did
not require or condone violence. Erlanger (1979) maintains
violence was minimal when there were opportunities for the
expression of personal dignity outside the gang
environment (in the case of Los Angeles, during a period
of Chicano political activism between 1967 and 1972).
GROUP PROCESS
Probably the most promising, yet least developed,
theory of gang delinquency was crafted and posited by
Short and Strodtbeck (1965). In their study of black gangs
in the City of Chicago, they found that gang delinquency
was largely derivative of status (prestige) strivings
within the gang rather than an attempt to acquire status
denied by the larger society. Short and Strodtbeck
suggested that delinquency often developed when gang
members (usually leaders or will be leaders) Experienced
traits of threats to their prestige (as males or as
members of particular gang for example). This situation
takes place, in part, because they lack the social skill
(such as the ability to role-play) to stand up to the
threats in other, nondelinquent Ways. Hence gang
68
delinquency represents a stepping stone on which members
could look up to (Short, 1965:162).
According to Short and Strodtbeck's observations, the
prestige of gang members were measured by a different yard
stick from that used by conventional groups. For instance,
a gang member acquired high status by displaying skills in
the commission of theft, burglary or just by daring
exhibitions of violence. Despite this finding. Short and
Strodtbeck did not endorse support of Cohen's
classification of such status-rewarding behavior as
examples of short-run hedonism.
Short and Strodtbeck contended, that what on the
surface appeared to be a hedonistic orientation usually
may involve a rational deliberate decision to commit
delinquent acts. In this view, they stated that decision
is understandable, for the status rewards from gang
delinquency are far more likely than the risk of arrest or
injury (they estimated that the probability of arrest for
an experienced gang boy was only about two percents
indicated by arrest records).
What binds gangs together? Here Short and Strodtbeck
indicated that it was apparent paradox. In other words,
they pointed that participation in a gang later proves
disastrous when the time comes to assume conventional
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roles (such as gainful employment and marriage). Their
gang experience lingers for many years even though a
challenging job with good pay is secured or even though
gang boys mature, marry and have children, gang membership
is not easily abandoned. The implication is one of
attraction; obviously, gangs stay together because they
have much to offer members.
Similarly, Short and Strodtbeck (1965:280) indicated
that the capacity of lower-class gangs to elaborate and
enforce norms of reciprocity may be extremely below what
may be requested to sustain the group if an alternative
style of gratification were available. Moreover, their
data indicated that there was little gratification even in
gang membership. In a report extracted from these data,
Gordon (1967) pointed out gang boys had low favorable
images of their gangs (for example, they viewed them as
unkind, unfair, and unpleasant) than those nongang boys
had of their groups. Gang boys do not accept friendships
as do nongang boys (for example, gang boys had a
preconceived idea that friends were not worth the trouble
and that the time spent with friends was a waste). This
view, apparently was different from the earlier elaborate.
The implications this time was not attraction but rather
hostility and undependable interpersonal relations. This
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later understanding leaves one speculating how gangs stay
united for any reasonable length of time at all.
Again, according to Short and Strodtbeck (1965:233),
the paradox is genuine. While gang members depend on the
gang for security, they also, remain highly suspicious of
other members motives and dependability. They believed
that the basis for this paradox adds to the fact that the
gang boy is a pragmatist. In fact. Short and Strodtbeck
agreed that gang boy could not be persuaded to accept
personal relationships that were unsatisfactory. However,
he accepted them with a condition and a trade off
expectation that while members may sometimes disappoint
him, he would share in status reward that offer some
gratification. In putting facts together, gang members
realized they have more to lose than gain by leaving the
gang.
Despite the suggestion of cohesiveness. Short and
Strodtbeck discounted references to that "old gang of
mine," stating that the image of gang was not of a
cohesive group per say; gang cohesion is low but sometimes
boosted periodically by scheduling delinquent act. Thus
increased delinquency equalled increased cohesion. For
example, they cited Jansyn's (1966) finding of white gang
called the Dons. According to Jansyn (1966) study, gang
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activities both delinquent and nondelinquent, and
delinquent behavior by individual members occurred,
inevitable after low points in a solidarity index; that he
constructed a chat from observing the frequency of gang
members' contacts.
Jansyn's stated that low cohesion was threatening to
gangs and members. Therefore, they countered this threat
by deliberately creating situations (for example, conflict
with other gangs) to reunite the gang together again
(although the effect would be temporary, creating the need
for more delinquency as usual). In similar observations.
Short and Strodtbeck noted much the same operating style
among the gangs they studied.
Cohesion is related to delinquency however the
direction of the relation is definitely in doubt.
According to the results of studies conducted by Short and
Strodtbeck (1965) and Jansyn (1966) in a like manner,
increased delinquency led to increased cohesion, however,
Klein and Crawford (1967) noted reversed result-increased
cohesion led to increased delinquency. Further
interpretation from Klein (1969:1433) suggested that the
relation was probably nonrecursive (that is, cohesion was
both a cause and an effect of gang delinquency). In
Klein's view, the predominant direction (if any) may
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decide the most promising approach for gang intervention
efforts. Should this kind of effort concentrate on
directly reducing delinquency or on reducing cohesion?
There is unanimous support for Short and Strodtbeck's
suggesting that delinquency confers status in gangs.
Yablonsky (1962) stated that when a gang leader's status
was threatened, he might use verbal threats or overt
violence to reassert it. In another finding, Spergel
(1964) indicated if the gang was silent for too long,
crises were often initiates to confirm status.
In this same line of thought. Short and Strodtbeck
linked considerable evidence to delinquency. For example,
the status-rewarding function of gang delinquency was
related to gang members' social disabilities, including
defective role-playing skills and a narrow range of
expertise (see also Whyte, 1943; Yablonsky, 1962). Gang
delinquents were short of self-assurance and were almost
entirely reliant on the gang for status.
However, Horowitz and Schwartz (1974) proved that this
kind of description did not fit the Chicano gang members
they studied. They added that most gang members adept in
assuming a variety of responsibilities, such as
interacting effectively with employers, court officials,
and school administrators. Horowitz (1983:86-87) pointed
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out that most gangs members could engage in social
activities (for example, occasional dinners at down town
restaurants) outside gang environment, and most could
behave appropriately in such situations. Horowitz and
Schwartz (1974:250-251), cited a noticeable difference
between the black slum studied by Short and Strodtbeck and
the Chicano barrio was that the former had a more closed
while the latter a more open relationship to the street
world. For example, the Chicano group did not, as a rule,
assume ownership of certain parts of their neighborhoods
as their sovereign domain (but see Moore et al., 1983).
Therefore, Horowitz and Schwartz (1974) stated the
openness of the Chicano street world proved to gang
members that alternatives to gang life existed, allowing
them to participate in developing a fuller complement of
social skills.
Trends In Gangs Studies And Theory
Gang violence has escalated to unmeasurable dimension
across the fifty states and has gradually caught the
attention of researchers, police, school authorities, and
the court systems. And youth workers agree that American
cities continue to be afflicted with serious gang
problems. Miller (1974) reported that media interest to
cover events in connection with gang delinquency was
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intense in the 1950s but declined in the 1960s, only to
surge again in the 1970s. According to Miller, these
fluctuations in media attention had little to do with any
systematic changes in the actual prevalence of gangs since
gangs mounted extensive recruitment through out these
periods, according to Miller (1974), the inattention to
gangs in the 1960s was largely a matter of priority. In
effect, gangs were ignored as the media pursued more
spectacular domestic problems such as urban riots and the
Vietnam War. In the 1970s, when these other problem
subsided, media reexplored gangs.
Similarly scholarly interest in gangs declined in the
1970s. Consequently, few studies on gang delinquency were
conducted as criminologists diverted their attention to
other major issues (such as deterrence and labeling). The
events that accounted for the declining scholarly interest
were as follows: There were two genuine reasons, the first
of which was empirical (for a different accounting, see
Boolin-Weiner and Horowitz, 1983). In the 1950s and 1960s,
gang delinquency became synonymous with juvenile
delinquency. However, by the 1970s, a substantial amount
of research showed that most delinquency was committed
outside lower-class, male, urban gangs. Studies indicated
that delinquency covered a variety of class ranging from
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middle-class, upper-class and lower-class adolescents.
According to Short and Nye, 1958; Empey, and Erickson,
1966; Williams and Gold, 1972; Hindeling, 1971; Jensen and
Eve, 1976; Gold and Reimer, 1972; and Lerman, 1976; stated
that studies showed that delinquency has caught up with
females and males in rural, suburban and urban areas, and
among nongang as well as gang members. Short
(1965:155-156), concord by stating it was never the
intention of the gang researchers, but accepted the result
of the findings as the end product of any research
conclusion.
Secondly, another possible reason had to be
theoretical, for explaining previous observations no other
existing theory has proof of the actual meaning of
delinquency. However, there are more basic theoretical
obstacle after more than fifty years of studies,
criminologists have yet to agree on an answer to this
question: What is a gang? It would have been most
appropriate to compare the intense scholarly concern about
the gangs of 1950s and 1960s with the gangs the 1980s. The
results from comparing the old classes and the new classes
sets of gangs could have earned a clearer understanding
and had earned upgrading of concept, thus making it more
precise and refined. Hence,this did not occur, the
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question about gang were still lingering not until Sherif
and Sherif (1964:238), discovered the problem to be
class-discrimination that was employed by the theorist and
researchers in labeling groups in low-rank areas gangs and
those in high rank areas by nicer names without any clear
rationale for doing so. By the later 1960s, this kind of
difficulty resulted in some criminologists to call off the
concept of gang (Empey, 1967; Lerman, 1967). Even Miller
(1980:117) the most optimistic students of gangs through
the years, stated "the concept lacks the necessary





The amount of lethal violence currently directed by
gangs in major cities across the United States steadily
accelerated to its peak in the 1990s. (against one another
and against the general public), is without precedent
(Miller, 1975:44). Is extremely fearful and gradually
getting out of hands to combat gang violence, based on
steady inflow of cash from their drug sales.
Evidently, money is power, therefore every attempt
crafted by various government agencies, community groups,
neighborhoods groups, and church services to stop gang
violence has been met with equal and proportionate force
to continue the violence. Gang violence, it must be
admitted, is now the major social problem (Klein,
1969:1457). Violent groups consist of larger number of
members (20-60) with a constantly shifting membership.
Because of the self aggrandizement of gang leaders
membership requirements are nominal. The central core of
these gangs consists of one to three older boys (bully
boys) who attain leadership roles and prestige through and
by violent conduct toward others within and without the
gang. These leaders continue to lead after age 21. Many
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researches find them to be sociopaths, and paranoid youth
who resort to extreme personal violence as ego protective
measures. They are exceedingly dangerous to other gang
members, members of their own gang, and citizens in
general. Therefore, they should be apprehended following
an illegal violent act and committed to juvenile or adult
correctional facilities. They are in short emotionally
disturbed and require close supervision and psychological
treatment Lewis Yablonsky (1962).
According to Hankell and Yablonsky (1970) a
considerable amount of the gang boys' time is spent
sounding-a pattern of needling-ridiculing, or fighting
with other members; consequently, a great deal of their
social participation is of a negative nature. The
underlying theme of these street-corner sounding sessions
is an attempt to prove oneself and to disapprove and
disparage others.
Verbal and physical attack and defense are almost
constant. In most discussions the underlying theme is one
of hostility and aggression. The expression of violence by
the group appears to be more acceptable than individual
violent behavior.
The consensus factor of the group seems to permit a
wide range of legitimate abnormal behavior. A disturbed
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youth may therefore cloak his pathology in the group
image, which simultaneously aggrandizes him and lends him
anonymity. Many gang leaders appear to be involved in an
attempt to redefine earlier years when they were
disturbed, insecure, and unhappy. At this later period in
their lives (approximately between the ages of eighteen
and twenty-five), they act out the powerful role they
could not achieve when they were younger. Gang warfare
usually has no purpose or consensus of any definition for
the gang participants. For many gang members, it is an
opportunity to channel personal aggressions and
hostilities. Many gang wars originate over trivia.
Territory, a bad look, an exaggerated argument over a
girl, or a nasty remark may stir up a large collection of
youths into gang warfare. Such surface provocations give
disturbed youths a cause to celebrate and a banner under
which they can vent hostilities related to other issues.
The gang members' emotions are fanned through interactions
and produce a group reaction. What starts out as a bad
look from one youth toward another can subsequently
develop into a major battle. Each youth who becomes
involved can project into the battle whatever angers or
hostility he has toward school, his family, the
neighborhood, and the Man, or any other problems he may be
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living through at the time.
The major facet of the mess was the negotiation and
manipulation of alliances and affiliations as
demonstrations of strength. Many important agreements and
contacts are reached in the process of putting on the
rumble. These are generally pseudobargains which mobilize
the gang members to flex the muscles they are not sure
they have. During the actual gang-war event, most youths
on hand have little or no idea why they are there, or what
they are expected to do, except to assault someone.
Leaders, gang members, citizens, and sometimes the police
and the press are caught up in the fallout of gang-war
hysteria. Evidently, violent-gang members may not be clear
about their motives of their gang's organization and,
also, gang war can and does result in homicide a very
clear, tragic and astonishing situation indeed.
Conclusion
It is a fact that gangs no longer control center
stage in the study of delinquency. However, gangs present
position ought to not cause researchers to lose track of
what has been a central theme of theory and research on
gang delinquency. This theme is to the comprehension
delinquent behavior, and the necessity of considering its
group (that is, collective) properties. According to Cohen
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(1955:173-174) there is much to be known about the
collective or individual nature of the delinquent act and
how delinquency is adopted in individual and group
situations.
It is necessary to continue and expand research on
delinquent groups as social systems, that is, the research
objective should focus on the structure, the processes,
the history and the subculture of the group as such rather
than the delinquent individual. Needless to say, this type
of research fraught with great difficulty. The previous
methods and techniques used to the study of small groups
in action were crude and the problems of getting close to
live delinquent groups and observing them at first hand
were enormous. Also, no type of research was of
potentially greater value for shedding new light on
delinquency.
Researchers unanimously agree that Cohen's 1955
observation were current with the modern findings. But how
should we proceed? A first step would be to treat gang
delinquency as a variable rather than a phenotype. That is
to say, establishing more precisely the characteristics of
delinquent groups, their size, organizational structure,
status hierarchies, and normative orientation. Similarly
as there are a range of seriousness of delinquent
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behavior, likewise would follow a considerable variation
in the characteristics of delinquent groups.
There are suggestions that the study of gang
delinquency have been hampered by its relatively narrow
view of lower-class and urban boys problem. Even though
the understanding is undermined, lower-class, male, and
urban gangs accounts for only small part of the
delinquency problem, it bears emphasizing that most
delinquency occurs in the company of peers, regardless of
class, residence, or sex (Erickerson, 1973; Erickson and
Jensen, 1977). Hence, it is time to move beyond the study
of gangs to a more thorough examination of peer groups in
general. It is more appropriate to say that, this approach
not only could enhance our understanding of the group
dynamics of delinquent behavior but also could lend us
idea to real progress in delinquency theory and research.
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